DOCUNENT- RESUME

< 8

ED 116 774 o ' ' ) PS 008 1927
o L2 |
AUTHOR ignett, William F.; Rodriguez, Dorothy .
TITLE Day Care: What Form Should It Take. '
PUB DATE T4 L B
. NOTE . 13p. ’ o
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$1.58 Plus Postage
DESCRIPTORS *Child Care Centers; *Comparative Analysis; *Day Care
N e Services; *Early Childhood Education; Early

Fxperience; *Family Day Care; InfantSE\Interpersoral
Relationship; Learning Experlence

iBSTRACT -

, _This paper discusses issues concernlng 1nfant family
day care in terms of data .gathered at the Louis Child Care Center and
other related studies. Topics covered are: (1) the need for family
day care, (2) the form that services should take, (3) agency
supervised family day care, (4) wvhat family day care-is, (5) the
continuity of care from infancy to school age, (6) convenience to
parents of a community based service and service for all age
51b11ngs, (7) the family model for day care and presence of male
models in famlly day care homes, (8) employment opportunities for
young mothers, ‘and (9) the quality of care. The spec1a1 advantages of
family day care over group care are indicated, and it is noted that
family day care has a persoralized quality not found in group care.
The day care home appears ro ben€fit infants and toddlers
particularly because less adjustment is required of the child and
because there is opportunlty for a more individualized continuous
relationship bhetween careglver, parent, and child. The present
criticism of family day care appears to be related to the quality of
personnel rather than to the actual model,lnvolved. (GOQ) -

,
D Y

***********************************************************************

* Documents acquired by ERIC 1nclude many informal unpublished

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproduc1b111ty are often encountered and-this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available #
* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS), EDRS is no* *
* responsible for the guality of the original document. Reproductions *
*
*

supplied by EDRS are the best.that cap he made from the original., - *
***************************#******************************************

-




+

. Williaﬁ F. Hignett and Dorothy Rodriguez . A ¥§ 'vaj

coe

U $'DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH, —
. EDUCATION'& WELFARE . ;
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION
THiS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
. DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
© ATING IT POINTS GF VIEW OR OPINIONS
o B 5 STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
- SENT OF FICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION ORPOLICY

3

DAY CARE - . WHAT FORM SHOULD, IT TAKE . _ ‘ \

ED116774.

DAY CARE: THE NEED . ' -

.

There are presently over six million children under the age of

six who have working mothers (Keserling, 1972). thile most of these

.

o .
children are cared for at home or in the home of relatives, the quality

of care experienced in at least a portion of this group is, questionable.

<§3%? Four percent of:these children look after themselves! (Dept. of Labor,

. ., ‘ |

1 1968) Mothers themselves state only a moderate satisfaction for in home °
ki : : :
C}i) arrangements or arrangements with reiatives and a degree of this satisfaction

»

<::> seems to be related only to convenience. In contrast, they indicated the

” ‘:::) highest degree of satisfaction for professionally operated day care services

m (Ruderman, ’ 1968) .. P

'QS”Q DAY CARE: THE CONTROVERSY

Unfortunately the issue of what .form these services shall take,
> ,

especially with. respect to infants, seems to be approaching 4 confrontation

’ .

(at least in the minds of the professionals).
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.Home based family day care, operating in a style most akin to the

child'svnatural family experiences, enjoyed a'periodAof,rélative.sanction.

Présently, it -is by far the most common out of home care used. Tgenty
Q%percent'bf out of'homé care is p;ovided in family day‘Eare, five'peréent
-in group day éare. (Saunders, 1972). " On the other hand group care because

8 . R

of its association with institutional care was thought of with a éreat

deal :k réServation. Howevef, egpérimenéal programs on the group model

were able. to show no déhage to the young child dr infant (Keistef? 1970,

, " Cauldwell, 1973; Robinson, 1971) and presently the pendelum is beginning

to swing in the other"direq;icﬁ/with criticism of family day care emerging

’

Fim

‘ | (Saundérs; 1972; Keserling, 1972; Willner, 1971).
Saunders pres;nts dat;ﬂhowing‘iﬁcreased developﬁental qupEients
fof infants in group carg;'with no such gain for infants in fahily &ay care.
. Keserling reports only six percent ofrthe“family day care homés iﬁ her
sample pgovided superior care. Willner stated that mothers in his sample
were generally dissatisfied with the quality of cére théir children received

in family day care. In addition, family day care 1is beingvcriticized_for

lacking an educational component.

n

AGENCY SUPERVISED FAMILY DAY CARE

It seems appropridté to point out howevexr, that Saunders was
comparing what were most likely two very disparate populations, and

that Keserling's and Wii}ner's-samples were of free lancing day care motheré,

~ ~

[ 208 .
Indeed much of the present criticism of family day care is based upon

observations of settings in which there is neitherqprbfessional support
nor supervision. While model group care is of coursa just that, the best

that "'money canwbuy”.
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Recent reports have indicated support forr what is termed the

"po&entlal” of family day caré (Sale, 1973) and, Keserllng comments,
too, that when it';s good 1t s very good. It has been our experlence A
that when an eqnivalent professional input .is devoted to family dayum
care this potential is actualized and it is indeed---nery good.'

It is our purpose here ‘to firit exaniné some oﬁ the recent

challenges to family day care and then to describe some’of the experiences -
of the Louise Child Care Center, a privite non~profit organization which

has been providing family day care in,the Pittsburgh area since 1967.

H
-

WHAT IS FAMILY DAY CARE?

4
[y

Unfortunately the Center and other advocates of family day care

find themselves handicapped in their responses to present criticism by
H . .

the paucity of pnbllshed data in this ‘area. What little there is tends

\tb describe it in very general terms such as '"based upon a family deeL,

o~

continuity of care from infancy to school age, siblings cared for in LHe

same setting, a convenient ”community based service” and sc on". Some
: ;

would even question these generalities (Sa%nders, 1972). For these reasons,

. . o
we would like to attend: to some of these basic issues, using data: obtained

1

from a retrospectlve study coverlng the period from January, 1972 to
March, 1974, during which the Loulse Chlld Care Center placed approx1mate1y

»

260 children.in famlly day care homes.
CONTINUITY OF CARE FROM INFANCY TO SCHOOL AGE

Continuity of care, that is sameness of caretaker and sameness of

.

setting in the child's day to day experience, should be a major consideration

in developing a day care model. - We feel that it is one of the prime indicators
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" care to the child from inféncy thro&gh to school age and even on to

.continuity. Although quality of care, and thereby parent satisfaction

o

‘over. five years.

ERIC
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of the quality of care provided. Therefore we focused first on this

a

area. Obviously family day care has at. least the pofential of providing

5 , . -/
.

=2y

after school care; but is this potential in fact realized?

hY

To answer this question (since this issue seems .most critical in >
e . K]

.
o ?

y
relaticn to infants) we confined our sample to 29 infants admitted to

service -prior to 12 months of age. The mean length of étay in service
B $ T i . o

was 14.3 months. Tw.nty seven percent of these infants remained in
service longer than &wo years. (two of these babies, remained for four

years.y S ‘ : a

[ . “w

We feel thse last figurés are the most telling statistie concerning

. . . - 4
contiruity of care as they indicate the ability of a program to provide

day care over a long period of time when it is needed by the parénts. “ e 8

. et 0 .
However we found that there are many variables associated with Ty

is a significant factor, continuity is also affected by other ‘variables

such as: convenience of care, cost of care, geographic mobility of parents,

‘ '

3 ' .
child's age.and emotimal maturigy, parents motivation in seeking service,

continuity of day care mother staff, etc. We hope to.deal with these
‘ : - / ’
variaples in future publications and will leave this area with just a

féw comments on the day care mother.

Naturally related to continuity of care provided is the continuity
of the caregiving staff. In our study we found that the mean length of

stay of the 37 caregivefs presently on staff at the'Centér~was'27.5 months.

Of this group four have been with the agency over three years, five for
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A CONVENIENT COMMUNITY BASED.SERVICE :

Parents ‘often relatelthat  convenience of care is almost as S,

.. significant to them as quality of care. Again family day ‘care is

theoretically the most felxible as far as hours of service and

. - ©

geographic location areAconcérned.

Checking the Centers records we found, in families presently
' o

beipg served (85), that abpgoximately a fhird of the parents lived

within walking distche of their family day careimother, that another

e = \
third were located within the same community and that of the remaining
. . he A4 ¢ s :
third the majority were located either on the parents way to work or
. . - I .
§ .
school, near their place of work or school or near the child's school.

K In addition we noted that though most children were in service

a
Al

between the hours of 8:30 and,S;SO,vthé;e was a significant amount of

Variation which was re1§ted to the parents work or school schedule.

-

., SERVICE FOR ALL AGE SIBLINGS .

‘\;- 4 ) ’ - L. © " <
’ Another"arei of concern, both from the perspective of convenience

and eas%’of adjustment to day care, is thg questﬁon of care. for siblings.
In all cases of familids served during the period of the study the Center °
M K \
¢ . . )
—~ was able to provide day care for siblings in the same day care home when

e it was needed.

PRESENCE OF A MALE MODEL

=S . <

)

It has often been stated that family day care offers an environment

S
L

most related to the childs own family model.  Central to this issue weﬁ

feel is the presence of a male figure. In our study of the 37 agency .

“

. supervigsed day care homes presently in operation at the Center, we found

‘that in fout out of five a male figure was present who could serve as a

.

O i '/.




model. For the purpose of this study we were not interested in a

husband per se, but insisted that the figure be confined to men who N

were available as models to the children for at lLeast one hour each
|
1
}

: déy. This of coursé eliminated some working fathers who arrived at
the day care homes after the children had already been picked up by their

own parents. . .

EMPLOYMENT bPPORTUNITY FOR YOUNG MOTHERS o o

Another aséumption concérnfhg family day.care as.an opportunity for
young ‘mothers who wish to remain at home with their own children and to

supplement their income was Verififed in this study. We foun&‘tha; 50%

of the Center's'day care mothers had pre-schoolers or schoolage children

of their own. )
// =

QUALITY OF CARE : ‘ .

1 \ L
\ y -
In light of this normative data we would like to consider briefly a

~

recent study by Saunders and Keistér, 1972 in which data was collected¢/7

on an agency sponsored family day care program and on a university based
. . 3.

“

infant group care program; a study, which according to the authors themselves, is

nét to Be taken as a comparison, although they present the data from the
tyo groups side by side. Some rather{négative findinés concerning family 2
day care are presented in thisustudy: material which 1is potentiélly'ﬂ .
damdging to the conéept of home-based day care.

Wélduestion,_however, the quality of the famif} day carg proéram
. chosen for this gudy. In Saunders' samplé one out of five géo%) of the
infants studfed remained in program 1gss than three Weeks and qhé average
(median) 1éﬁgﬁh'of stay was less tHan eight months. I; our sample, of oo
29 infants under 12 mohths of age at place;ent, none reﬁained for 1esé

z :

than three weeks and the average (mean)length of'stay(was 14 .3 months.

Jung”
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In-Saur.crs' study one infant had as many as six different day care
placements. We had no such experience of grbss digcontinuity in our -
si:udy. i . ]

There was also an excessive amount of discontinuity in relation

. ‘, .

to the caregiver's in Saunders' study. Approximately, one out of

three dropped vut, of program in the first six months. In the Center's

program, only one out of ten caregiver's are self-terminated prior-to
' ) :

six months.
The adult to infant ratio (1%5) in this study is also highly
. : i)
questionable. In our study it was rare 'indeed for a day care mother

to have more than one infant in her care.

. These two groups of ddta, seem to indicate that quality of care ' ‘

- [4

B
varies a great deal from prpgram to program and highlights the dangers

’ -

of ‘attempting generalizations and comparisoné on the basis of limited

s .

observations.

We will now turn to what we feel to be some of tha special advantages

~

of family .day care.

P

. . . L
4 -

FAMILY DAY CARE: A LEARNING EXPERIENCE ~

There has been a great deal of effort on the part of those deésigning

models of group care to duplicate the home setting within the Center. We

13
2

feel that particularly for infants énd toddlers that it is much easier

.

to bring the "things' of the Center to the home than to duplicate the

.
.
-

qualities of the home within the Center. All of the equipment so faﬁiliar

to group care; the crayons, the paints, the puzzles can be, and in our

program are,\brought to the home. 1In this sense family day care may

¢

" provide us with the best of both worlds. '

Prescott, 1972 has recently completed an interesting study concerning
: 2

A
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these two worlds.' She compargs the learning experiences of children

. i

in family day care and children jin group éére. Family day cprefﬁgttings .

scored high in activities of creative explorimng, both formal and informal
. ‘s ) a' .

conversation and dramatic play. However, they scoted }ower in formal

cognitive activities, again, these were samples of unsupervised day care " T
I‘ . -

’ homes. - o :
& ’ ' ) a
At the Center provisions are made for these more formal learning

.

experienqés. Each chiid is aésgssed developmentally for his strengths

and weaknesses and individual play programs are desighed for his needs

by the caséworker and the day~care mother. {
H
In addition to 'this individualized programming, the family day

care setting provides opportunities for the social learning experiences ;

I3 . D . I
characteristic of small groups. It is not uncommon to see two or three

- year olds gathered around the kitchen table exchanging comments and
‘ y: . .
,cga&ons o£nbuilding with blocks in, the living room, indicating shaﬁﬁd

interest and an ability to engage in cooperative play which is socially

B

preocims when compared to their age mates, who have had no such gimilar

experiences. . :
<

There are also learning benefits available in the mixed age groups

characteristic of family day care which should not be overlooked. One TN

area which immediately comes to mind’is toilet training. In family day

2 care one can observe two year olds being introduced’ to use of the potty

«
. ° .

chair via immitation of their older day care mates. This method is often
relatively "painless' and less emotionally charged for the child.

=
<

THE PERSONALIZED QUALITY OF FAMILY DAY CARE =

Certainly we have not come close to describing let alone identifying |

all of the learning experienceé attributable to the family day care settin%k

"
. 5 -
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On the other hand perhaps.we have unwittingly overemphasized this aspect

(=}

*- +of family day éaré, Unfortunately we all-seem to be expgriending perhaps

* I .7
extreme- pressures to provide an enrichipg cognitive mileau to the extent °
. : . g
& »

oiggisking inadequate attention to ‘other equally .important areas of

deéelopment. We may soon approach the dangers of giving only 1ipé§erVice

to the emotional .needs of the chi4d in day care, whileylimiting our goal

Iy

to his intellectual development.: We may even find ourselves fulfilling

»

7

>

the need of the parent for convenient ‘service at the expense of thgbchild's

-

deed for continuity and a setting in which he,may respond with a minimum

- ‘
of- émotional demand for rapid adjustment to an unfamiliar and discordant
N ’ .
experience. ' J
We feel that family day care can respond tD these gneeds in a number

of ways. Ethnic matching is poséible so that the small child especially

¢

: . ‘
the infant, experiences less cultural shock. vMothe(E can even be matched

on the basis of child rearing.techniques and in éo%g cases even life style
v . .

. . .
or, personality. Parents are in fact free to request a transfer just on

this basis of cdiffering personalities or modes of care.

The “Center has actually had a few cases in which mother is quite

A

pleased with the quality of care her child experienced as an infanc, but

then requested a transfer for her two year old because she had a different

"

set of'expectationg at this level. Quite a luxury we feel!

The client and the caregiver usually-have a close relationship in
family day care. This relationship often extends to includé both
families, who become personally involved, continuing their friendship
past the tefmination of formal service:! This contributes not only to-

Y

the continuity of experience for the child, but has a mutually supportive

i
L
=S
e
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element for both families. ) 3

»
4]

. In addition because of the close relationship which frequently exist

between the family day care mother and the childs mother, the day care

mother is in a position to serye as a model, particularly for the young
i,

, » ) R «

mother, without acutally usurping that role from her.

THE DAY CAREGIVERS

Certainly a good day care giver is the key in providing quality care

and we %eel that one of the agencies majbr roles in sponsoring family day
‘ ; ) ,

B : i .
care is in maintaining just such a staff, while eliminating those who

are unsuitable..

v
a

How an agency attracts and retains a core of talented day caregiver's

- . “ .

14

[ .
%s related of course to its hiring, firing and :general personnel policies’

i

énd is probably a‘Study in itself. Certainly it requires support and
supervision which is at least as sensitive as that required for '"on site"
staff.

At the Louise Child Care Center this involves three caseworkers and

a supervisor who work full time to provide in home guidance, supefvision
. . . . ol

)

- and support for the day care mother. Additional training in the form
of montHy ''rap sessions" in which day to day strains, conflicts and joys

are aired and takes place.®

Sensitive use is also made of videotapes taken in the homes so' that '

.
o

the day.care mother may view herself and her peers in action.

% These sessions are often supplemented by guest speakers with expertise
in the particular area of Child Development and Child Care in which
the day care mother indicates concern.

[

- +

QO
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A NOTE ON THE LOUISE CHILD CARE CENTER
< . L4 \//,-.

The Louise Child Care Cepter was founded. in 1904 Ly the.Ladies
Aux%liary of the Methodist Church of Pittsburgh. It operated as a
twenty=four hour care facility after a study b; the:Health and Welfare .
Association showed a greater community need for this type service. Again
in the mid sixties after a étudy anq?request by Heélkhland Welfare
Association the Louise Child Care Center established the first Agency
operated Family Day Care in Allegheny County. The actual‘admihistrative
structure has changed very little during this time but there have beeh.
revisions in the graininé and support methods.

At present Louise Child Care Center is a private non-pvofit

corporation with the prime husiness of providing day care in

g ' Allegheny County. The Board of Directors, made up of professionals, .
lay people,and paréqts devélop the policies an& plans of.the éenter
which are then put into action by the administrative staff. In the case
of the Family Day Care Component the line of responSLblllty is from

the Executive Director, 'to Social Work Supervisor to caseworkers, to

0
day care mothers.

. In additioﬁ to the family day care program the center also operates ©
” ) group day care facilities for approximately 40 three and four year olds.
Obviously we are aware of the benefits of groué care. However'we o
‘do feel that there are.circumstahceé"in’whibh one f;¥m of day care is <//ﬂ

more advantageous than the other. Certainly older children®thrive in

(ool

group settings (there are exceptions even within this group) and there
8

are instances when group care may prove to more advantageous for infants

for example, when the mother is on site as in a’'school based program for

teendge mothers.

f




3

So we do not wish to engage in the "controversy' mentioned at the
opening of this article, we are merely stating that quality of care is

not necessarily wedded to one particular model of care Each is

r

appropriate in varying degrees accordi%% to thé particularé ‘of the

situation. /7
| %

/
CONCLUSION = -
o

-*

We have presenhed some normative data concerning family day care
and in addition have indicated what we feel to be some of its‘special‘
advantages. They boil down to two major'points. The day care home

can be programmed as well as the'CenEer, but because of the home setting,

‘we feel there is less adjustment required of the child. This is

%

ERIC
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especially true for infants and toddlers. 1In addition theré is
opportunity for a moye individualized continuous relation:cip between ..

caregiver and consumer, both parent and child. Again, this is of

’ o

particular significance for the infant and toddler. .

These points may be thought of as pure potential. It is difficult

for this potential to be achieved without professional fnput compa%able
' i

r . .
o

to that providedfin the present models of group care.
'} :

Present criiicism of family day care, we feel is more reldted to the

quality of this input than to the actual model of care.
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